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This paper analyzes how Mexican hometown associations in New York City practice solidarity so that they might
best meet the needs of the transnational communities that they serve. Commonly formed by immigrants in the
United States, hometown associations are organizations which send money collectively to their home countries,
supporting public infrastructure and community projects. Scholars have debated both the merits of remittance
programs that channel migrant funds as economic development and the agency of immigrant economies in
neoliberal development structures. Through primary data collected from interviews in New York City, I review
the frustrations that hometown associations have with one such program: Mexico's programa tres por uno para
migrantes. Concurrently, I examine how the same hometown associations engage ethical economic practices of
collective remittance sending and community service provision in New York City. Drawing on feminist literature
on diverse economies, I argue that the solidarity work of hometown associations disrupts the dominant re-
mittance as development discourse. Migrants are not content to participate in tres por uno and through practicing
solidarity they distance themselves from this neoliberal policy.
1. The work of Mexican hometown associations
In the fall of 2013 a small group in New York City (NYC) met to
discuss forming a hometown association (HTA) so that they could raise
funds to support their town in Central Mexico. After the meeting, they
gathered approximately a dozen other people from their hometown
living in NYC, partnered with 10 others in their hometown, and formed
a HTA. Together they polled their broader communities in NYC and in
Mexico and discussed what project would beneﬁt the hometown. Some
members wanted to build a school or repave roads, but eventually they
collectively decided to rebuild the town cemetery. The cemetery was
over 100 years old, had few spaces left for burials, and there was serious
soil erosion that was disturbing and destroying burial plots.
The core dozen members in NYC registered the HTA and cemetery
project with the Mexican Consulate in order to be eligible for matching
funds from the programa tres por uno para migrantes (three for one
program for migrants, hereafter referred to as 3 × 1). They began
collecting $50 donations from the approximately 800 people from their
hometown who live in the NYC area. The money was deposited in a
bank account in the capital of the hometown's municipio (municipality)1
and, through 3 × 1, was matched by the three levels of the Mexican
government: federal, state, and municipal. Not including matching
funds, the members in NYC raised between $10 and 11,000 USD. With
this money, the cemetery project was undertaken in the last four
months of 2014, one year after the group ﬁrst met.
At ﬁrst glance this is a success story: migrants from Mexico colla-
borate and make a much-needed improvement to the infrastructure in
their hometown, and receive signiﬁcant sponsorship from the Mexican
government. However, the reality is more complex. Based on my re-
search of HTAs in NYC, I argue that migrants are not content to parti-
cipate in remittance channeling policies, like 3 × 1 that represent an
attempt on behalf of the government to share the burden of infra-
structure maintenance and development with migrants. Mexican mi-
grants build volunteer networks in NYC that help their hometown out of
a sense of shared economic responsibility, and in doing so engage in
democratic decision-making and mutual support. It is for these two
reasons that I consider the HTAs' practices of cooperation and concern
for the well-being of people in NYC and Mexico as a form of solidarity.
By studying how HTAs practice solidarity we learn how they distance
themselves from the neoliberal remittance policy regime that pressures
migrants to send remittances to rural municipalities in Mexico.
HTAs struggle to maintain autonomy from 3 × 1 as they work for
the mutual beneﬁt of their members, which raises the question that
guided this research: how do immigrants create and navigate
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transnational economic practices based on solidarity? Empirically, I
draw on research with Mexican HTAs in the United States (US), and
situate my work in feminist literature on diverse economies and soli-
darity. This framework allows for an analysis of how HTAs serve the
needs of transnational communities through the lens of ethical eco-
nomic practices. While HTAs engage with 3 × 1 they refuse to be
controlled by its governance. Considering the missions of HTAs as so-
lidarity practice disrupts the dominant discourse of remittance as de-
velopment, and stresses the economy as a space of diﬀerence where
migrants prioritize the well-being of community.
In section two I review the literatures that contribute to my analysis
of HTAs in NYC: remittances in development studies, solidarity and
diverse economies, and literature that contextualizes the work that
HTAs do for immigrant population living in the US. The third section
details my methods for researching Mexican HTAs in NYC. In the fourth
section I summarize how HTAs work with the Mexican government
through 3 × 1 and describe the problems and concerns that arise in this
relationship. The ways that HTAs practice solidarity is the basis for the
ﬁfth section of the paper. Finally, I conclude that not only is the
Solidarity Economy literature helpful for understanding HTAs, but that
the solidarity practices of HTAs also contribute to a deeper analysis of
the Solidarity Economy.
2. Remittances and solidarity
2.1. Channeling remittances via neoliberal policy
HTAs are a part of a vast remittance network, involving migrants
across the globe. Remittances are money or goods sent by migrants to
their families and friends in their place of origin. Worldwide, the value
of migrant remittances climbed from $31.1 billion USD in 1990 to al-
most $76.8 billion USD in 2000, and is estimated currently to be around
$441 billion USD (de Haas, 2010; Ratha et al., 2016). Remittances to
Mexico from the US doubled from less than $5 billion USD in 1995 to
approximately $10 billion USD in 2002 (FitzGerald, 2009). Since 2010
remittances have competed with oil exports as the largest source of
revenue for Mexico (Aparicio and Meseguer, 2012). In 2016 re-
mittances to Mexico reached almost $27 billion USD (Banco de México,
2017; The Associated Press, 2017).
Scholars began to connect remittances to economic development in
the 1980s and 1990s (Russell, 1986; Durand et al., 1996; Massey and
Parrado, 1994) and international organizations such as the World Bank
and United Nations argued that remittances should be deliberately
harnessed for economic development in migrant sending communities
(Bakker, 2015; Glick Schiller and Faist, 2009). Remittances were her-
alded as a signiﬁcant, consistent, and reliable source of capital ﬂow to
developing countries (Ratha, 2003). Connecting remittances to poverty
reduction led to considerations of how to increase impact and to po-
licies such as incentive programs for capturing and leveraging re-
mittances (Adams and Page, 2005; Brown, 2006; Orozco, 2002; Ratha,
2005, 2007). The Mexican government launched its own remittance
loan and matching program: programa tres por uno para migrantes
(3 × 1) in 2002, to fund infrastructure development in migrant sending
communities.
The rise of state-sponsored programs that seek to channel re-
mittances as a form of development has sparked debate (see Gamlen,
2014). On the one hand, proponents of remittances as development
stress the importance of leveraging remittances in certain kinds of in-
vestment. For instance, remittances are commonly exchanged between
individuals and family members as a source of household income to be
spent on education, health, and entrepreneurship (Ratha, 2006).
Household remittances are known to reduce poverty and generate po-
sitive multiplier eﬀects (FitzGerald, 2009), but there is a push to
channel them through “productive investments” such as infrastructure,
business, or agriculture (Zarate-Hoyos, 2004). 3 × 1 encourages these
types of investments and Mexican HTAs are frequently analyzed by
policy experts in terms of “development potential” (Orozco, 2006;
Orozco and Rouse, 2007).
Others, however, see programs such as 3 × 1 as contributing to
inequality, using remittances in place of funding from the government
to pay for public works, and as contradictory. Critics of 3 × 1 argue
that it is unfair to expect migrants to consistently send remittances to
fund infrastructure projects (Delgado Wise and Eduardo Guarnizo,
2007) and that putting the responsibility of development on migrants
and their sending communities is simply a neoliberal response to the
withdrawal of state funding from local development and social support
programs (Faist, 2008; Gamlen, 2014; Zapata, 2013). Remittances have
been documented as having both negative and positive impacts on
migrant sending communities (Jones, 1992, 1998; Kanaiaupuni and
Donato, 1999). Datta et al. (2007) point out that programs such as
3 × 1 fail to address structural inequalities such as push factors that
propel often risky cross-border migration or the low wages and exclu-
sion in the receiving countries of the Global North.
This paper contributes to discourse on remittances and develop-
ment, arguing that HTAs are not simply oﬀshoots of state-sponsored
remittance programs. They participate in 3 × 1 because it multiplies
their eﬀorts by matching the funds that they raise. However, they view
themselves and the broader communities in NYC and Mexico that they
represent, and not the government, as the architects of development in
their hometowns.
2.2. Solidarity and diverse economies
In order to analyze the way that HTAs work in the US and in Mexico
and how they might be creating alternatives to, or within, the more
generally neoliberal development framework described above, I turn to
the Solidarity Economy literature that intersects with the Diverse
Economies literature and Community Economies methodology spear-
headed by JK Gibson-Graham (1996, 2006, 2008). Scholars have de-
veloped rich typologies of the Diverse Economy – three are particularly
relevant to analyzing how HTAs operate: economies of generosity, the
global household, and the Solidarity Economy.2 Economies of gener-
osity are a mode of production based on volunteer networks that focus
on mutual aid goals (Community Economies Collective, 2001). Com-
posed of family members and friends who live in diﬀerent parts of the
world, the global household is a site of production that makes sig-
niﬁcant economic contributions (Safri and Graham, 2010). The Soli-
darity Economy entails economic practices and a social movement, and
it consists of organizations and institutions that prize social solidarity,
community development, cooperation, ecological sustainability, and
democratic self-management (Borowiak, 2014). All three include for-
malized practices such as investments and savings, dedication to
workplace democracy and local community support as well as informal
practices like networks of family and friends, community groups, and
favors (Pavlovskaya, 2013).
The theoretical framework of the Solidarity Economy challenges the
framing of remittances as development described in the previous sec-
tion. The Solidarity Economy is “a set of practices and theories pro-
moting democratic, just, and sustainable development” (Loh and Shear,
2015, p. 245). Practices of solidarity include “relationships of mutual
support” and “shared responsibility and directly democratic decision-
making” (Miller, 2010, p. 25). Solidarity economy literature oﬀers an
alternative development framework that is not universal, centralized,
and hierarchical, but allows for hybridity and operates on principles of
pluralism, particularity, diversity, decentralization, and localization
(Borowiak, 2014; Kawano, 2010). Solidarity practices center on “al-
truism, reciprocity, cooperation” and go against neoliberal policy
2 There are also exploitative economies within the diverse economy, but those I em-
phasize are forward looking and progressive, based on cooperation and solidarity instead
of exploitation, proﬁt maximization, and competition.
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(Kawano, 2010, pp. 14–15). Remittance sending is a complex transna-
tional social transaction that takes place for a variety of reasons. I use
this literature to analyze the practices of Mexican HTAs beyond the
money they transfer and their participation in 3 × 1 because it en-
courages the examination of politics behind the spaces and sub-
jectivities that immigrants create for their economic projects. Moreover,
it critiques the conceptualization of remittance based development as a
process that is “unequal and exclusionary” (Santos and Rodríguez-
Garavito, 2007, p. xxxv) within a narrowly-deﬁned, neoliberal frame-
work that demands that communities either conform or be deemed
failures (Gibson-Graham, 2006).
2.3. More than remittances
My ﬁndings support research about the work that HTAs do beyond
sending remittances. The approximately 2478 HTAs in the US (and
roughly 200 more worldwide) represent localities in most if not all of
the states in Mexico, and they are more than economic vehicles that
send remittances (“Directorio de Organizaciones y Clubs de Oriundos,”
2016). They have roots in the mutual aid associations of Mexican im-
migrants in the southwest at the beginning of the 20th century and
have, by now, cemented their place as signiﬁcant institutions that si-
multaneously undertake projects back home and build support struc-
tures for immigrant communities in the US (FitzGerald, 2009; Fox,
2012; Gamio, 1930). HTAs serve as an entry point into US civil society
and provide “safe spaces” for members, including unauthorized im-
migrants (Escala Rabadán et al., 2006; Fox and Bada, 2011;
Ramakrishnan and Viramontes, 2010; Waldinger et al., 2008; Zabin and
Escala Rabadán, 2002). HTAs in Chicago took on leadership roles in
planning protests against the Border Protection, Antiterrorism and Il-
legal Immigration Control Act in 2006 (Vonderlack-Navarro and Sites,
2015). HTAs in NYC create distinct Mexican spaces in the city through
the activities they organize and the services they provide. These spaces
connect people who share regional identity and provide them with
support (Hum, 2014; Smith, 2001). In section ﬁve I will describe how
HTAs organize and participate in community development in NYC by
hosting social events that celebrate the culture of their hometowns in
Mexico and provide services to the Mexican immigrant community in
NYC. I analyze this work that HTAs do in NYC as solidarity practices
and argue that it is in this building of networks of care that migrants
distance themselves from neoliberal policies.
I draw upon and combine these three literatures in my analysis
about the frustrations that HTAs have with 3 × 1 and their concerns
about the precarity of their members' lives in NYC. I argue that one of
the ways that HTAs manage these tensions is by practicing solidarity.
Diﬃcult economic conditions led to members' decisions to emigrate
from Mexico and they want to give back to their hometowns, yet they
are angry that so much of the responsibility for funding development
has been placed on them. At the same time, they feel a responsibility to
help members negotiate life in NYC. Solidarity is a way that HTAs ex-
hibit diﬀerent values from and distance themselves from neoliberal
policy.
3. Methods for researching hometown associations
This article draws on my analysis of primary data collected during
the winter and spring of 2014–15. During this research, I conducted
semi-structured interviews with representatives of a dozen organiza-
tions that represent and engage the Mexican immigrant community in
all ﬁve boroughs of NYC. Among these organizations, I interviewed the
leaders of ﬁve HTAs that were between one and 15 years old. Most of
the HTAs had participated in 3 × 1. In addition, I interviewed em-
ployees of the Mexican Consulate who work with these organizations.
Further, I spent time as a participant observer in neighborhoods in NYC
where HTAs reported signiﬁcant membership: the Arthur Avenue sec-
tion of the Bronx, Elmhurst and Corona in Queens, and Bushwick and
Sunset Park, Brooklyn. My ﬁeldwork included documenting the pre-
sence of Mexican-identiﬁed businesses to gain ﬁrst-hand knowledge
about the places that interview participants spoke about, and to provide
context to their narratives. I also reviewed and analyzed the content of
websites of key ministries of the Mexican government, Mexican im-
migrant organizations in NYC, and the Facebook pages and groups of
HTAs. I used grounded theory as my primary methodology for identi-
fying and organizing the themes across diﬀerent text sources such as
websites and notes from my interviews and neighborhood ﬁeldwork
(Charmaz, 2014; Glaser and Strauss, 1967).
Where the interviews took place and how they were documented
was carefully considered (Elwood and Martin, 2000). When an orga-
nization had an oﬃce, the interview took place in that space. When
they did not, we met at coﬀee shops, churches, and public places of the
participants’ choosing, a process that took me to all the neighborhoods
mentioned above, and beyond. I chose not to record the interviews and
instead took notes, attempting to create a more relaxed environment
between myself and the participant so that their responses might be less
guarded (Cloke et al., 2004).
Throughout all the interviews I was cognizant of my position as an
outsider and thus worked hard to develop a rapport with my research
participants and establish positional spaces of betweenness (Mullings,
1999; Nast, 1994). This included explaining my research project
throughout our time together, and giving participants several oppor-
tunities to ask me questions about myself and the project. For example,
I was often asked how I came to know about HTAs and what I thought
of US immigration reform. I responded by telling participants about my
educational background, my work as an immigrants’ rights activist, and
my position in favor of radical immigration reform in the US. As an
activist, I had friendships that helped me to establish relationships with
key ﬁgures in the Mexican immigrant community in NYC, which in turn
connected me to HTA leadership.
My interviews were limited in focus and I only asked participants
about the history of the organization, how they identiﬁed its mission, as
well as what motivated and challenged the organization's work. While
HTAs are contested spaces where the class, gender, and immigration
status of HTA leaders and membership are important considerations
(Alarcón and Escala Rabadán, 2007; Smith and Bakker, 2007; Smith,
2006; Waldinger et al., 2008) and they informed my understanding of
HTAs, these topics were not included in the interview questions. I did
not explicitly ask participants to give details about the demographics of
members and I never asked questions about anyone’s personal lives or
immigration status.
4. HTA projects in Mexican hometowns and problems with 3 × 1
I began with the story of the HTA that re-built a cemetery in Central
Mexico and I return to it now as an illustration of how HTAs work with
3 × 1. When members of this HTA ﬁrst came together in NYC in 2013
they began a lengthy and complicated aﬀair of collaborating with
people in their hometown and the government in order to rebuild the
cemetery. 3 × 1 includes representatives at the state and local level as
well as three ministries of the Mexican federal government: the Mexican
Consulates in the US, the Instituto de los Mexicanos en el Exterior
(Institute of Mexicans Abroad or IME), and the Secretaría de Desarrollo
Social (Department of Social Development or SEDESOL) (for more on
the history of 3 × 1, its multi-scalar nature, and how it works with
HTAs that represent various parts of Mexico see Aparicio and Meseguer,
2012; Bada, 2016; FitzGerald, 2009; Fox and Bada, 2008; Iskander,
2010; Lopez, 2015).
SEDESOL presents a mission of strengthening transnational ties
through collective projects that beneﬁt entire communities, particularly
among underserved and vulnerable populations. In addition to the
cemetery project, 2058 projects were carried out by HTAs and 3 × 1
during 2014. Most of the projects (75%) were dedicated to improving
infrastructure in Mexico. Ten percent were investments towards small
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businesses, and 15% are categorized as “other” (SEDESOL: Secretaría de
Desarrollo Social, 2015). In New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut,
the projects that HTAs completed in 2014–15 included but were not
limited to the construction of a school, a multi-use space, a potable
water tank, and a civic plaza, the paving and remodeling of a road and a
zócalo (central square or park), equipping a public school with com-
puters; investing in small businesses like agriculture, stores, and a green
hotel for ecotourism; and projects to strengthen the work of social
service organizations (SEDESOL: Secretaría de Desarrollo Social, 2015).
The rest of this section will detail the relationship that HTAs have with
the government through a description of how they initiate a project
with 3 × 1 and then how they negotiate their own decisions and desires
with state actors.
4.1. Re-building a cemetery
At the time of my research there were 50 Mexican Consulates in the
US and three representatives of SEDESOL based at Consulates in Los
Angeles, Chicago, and NYC. The representative in NYC works with
migrants and HTAs in each of the states along the East Coast of the US
from Maine to Florida, as well as parts of Eastern Canada. Over a period
of four months (late 2013 through early 2014) members of the ceme-
tery HTA initiated a series of meetings with each other, as well as re-
presentatives from the Mexican Consulate in NYC, and a politician from
their home state who visited NYC. The HTA consulted with government
representatives on how to best propose, fund, and execute their project.
Meetings between HTA members took place in person in NYC as well as
virtually on Facebook where ideas for what kind of project to fund were
debated. First, the Consulate veriﬁed the HTA and its committee in NYC
and Mexico, then issued a certiﬁcate of recognition, a toma de nota, to
the HTA’s leadership. The toma de nota stated that SEDESOL oﬃcially
recognized the HTA, and it included the HTA’s mission, where it ori-
ginates in the US, and to which state and municipality it was connected
in Mexico. Next, the HTA established a bank account in their munici-
pality and received approval for their project from SEDESOL. They did
this by presenting the toma de nota to the presidente municipal, the
Municipal President of the local government. Finally, they consulted
with the Municipal President and the SEDESOL representative at the
Consulate about how to best propose the cemetery project so that it
would be approved when under review by SEDESOL in Mexico City.
Once their status as an organization was recognized by the gov-
ernment and approval for the cemetery project was granted, the HTA
began sending money to the bank account in their municipality. The
funds were matched by the federal, state, and municipal levels of the
Mexican government. The work on the cemetery was carried out from
September to December 2014. Equipment was brought to the town and
supplies were purchased so that a new foundation and wall could be
laid around the perimeter of the cemetery. So that the project would
economically beneﬁt the town, the HTA stipulated that whenever
possible, local people should be hired as laborers and that materials
were to be bought or rented in the town. The HTA exercised collective
leadership and decision-making in that the supervision of the project
was shared by HTA leadership in NYC and in the hometown as well as
by the municipal government. As the cemetery project was conﬁrmed
and then underway, photos, videos, and updates were posted to
Facebook so that the broader membership who donated to the project
could follow its progress.
The language and practice of dominant development discourse is
often geared at alleviating poverty and it is popular to direct aid to-
wards improving education or health prospects. However, these kinds
of investments are not always what those on the receiving end of aid
money or infrastructure projects desire, and projects often have unin-
tended and even negative consequences (Escobar, 2008; Ferguson,
1994). In the case of this HTA, they did not fund a typical development
project but instead invested in a burial site. This connects with other
geographic work about migrants who chose to invest remittances in the
creation of and maintenance of memorial spaces for the dead (Mercer
et al., 2008). Initially, HTA members in NYC wanted to build a school.
They were motivated by a desire to bring long-term opportunities to
their hometown and believed that strengthening education would im-
prove people's chances at getting a better job, which in turn would help
them support their families and bring further economic development to
their hometown. In this instance, people in the hometown disagreed
with the HTA members in NYC who wanted to collect funds in support
of a school or education project. From the vantage point of people living
in the hometown, the devastation of the local cemetery was a more
serious problem. The cemetery was over 100 years old and was dete-
riorating from soil erosion that disturbed burial plots.
HTA organizing spans the distance between NYC and Mexico, taking
place in person and virtually so that diﬀerent members of both com-
munities could voice their opinions about what kind of project should
be funded in the hometown. HTA members in NYC discussed the im-
portance of recognizing that the people living in the hometown pos-
sessed the knowledge to best determine which project would beneﬁt the
town. Eventually, through collective online discussions, most members,
both in NYC and in the hometown, shared the opinion that the re-
construction of the cemetery should be funded. The members in NYC
believed that the cemetery was more beneﬁcial to the town because it
was the project that the people in the hometown wanted.
Building on these details of the process for HTAs working with
3 × 1 and how they engage with members on both sides of the border,
in the following sections, I take a step away from this particular case
and discuss the concerns that HTAs have about working with 3 × 1
more generally. Not only is funding a project a complex bureaucratic
process, but it sometimes generates disappointment, suspicion, and
conﬂict between the actors.
4.2. Concerns about control and transparency
Several HTA leaders described that they felt used by the Mexican
government for their continuous stream of remittances. Their stories
exemplify how HTAs are not simply reproducing 3 × 1’s development
model. These feelings materialized in moments such as when a
Municipal President initially asked for one HTA's toma de nota so that he
could receive state and federal funds to initiate construction projects.
Other HTA leaders described how municipal presidents came to NYC to
woo migrants into forming committees and then hoped the HTA would
relinquish the toma de nota so that the local government might receive
state and federal funds. Migrants say that they are told that if they do
this they will be helping their hometown and that the municipal gov-
ernment apparatus will take care of it, and give them credit.
However, the HTA leaders I spoke to see this as an attempt to cut
them out of the decision-making process – a process that they carefully
and collectively organize, as described in the previous section. Leaders
said that when local government oﬃcials plan projects without the
input of migrants and the local community, it is less likely to reﬂect
what the people living in the hometown want – and that credit may not
be given to the migrants for their ﬁnancial contribution. With regards to
the struggle over who makes decisions about what towns need, one
participant wondered if it is even possible for migrants to ever express
and have their concerns heard on a level playing ﬁeld with the gov-
ernment because it is more powerful. HTA leaders consistently asserted
a desire that the projects serve the needs of the people in the hometown.
In addition, many, including the HTA that reconstructed the cemetery,
insisted that whenever possible all the laborers and materials for the
project come from the hometown so that income would be generated
locally.
Another major concern expressed by the participants interviewed,
was the transparency and accountability of the local municipal gov-
ernment regarding the handling of 3 × 1 funds. Interview participants
indicated wariness about sharing a bank account with the government.
Most said that they had heard stories about HTA money being
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misappropriated, and in one instance it was asserted that as much as 16
percent of an HTA's funds may have been mismanaged by local gov-
ernment actors. HTA leaders were concerned because they said it is
often leaders at the municipal government level who are primarily re-
sponsible for managing the bank account and distributing funds as a
project is completed.
The HTA leadership interviewed for this project wanted to distance
themselves from ﬁnancial mismanagement and corruption. By doing so,
they practiced a diﬀerent kind of leadership and decision-making.
Group forums on Facebook were an important communication tool that
aided both in transparency and alleviating the physical distance be-
tween group members. They posted updates and diﬀerent points of
view regarding decisions, a project's progress, funding, and more on
Facebook. When I asked about the possibility of solutions to issues of
transparency, like working with state or federal politicians in order to
put pressure on the local government, the common response I heard
was that HTA leaders did not want to form additional alliances with
politicians beyond 3 × 1 even if it meant solving their immediate
problems. HTA leaders acknowledged diﬀerence in the various state
actors present in 3 × 1 but they also expressed wanting to distance
themselves from politicians in general. The lack of transparency reﬂects
negatively on the HTA and does not represent the values that they are
cultivating such as democratic decision-making through a network of
volunteer members. One leader I spoke with reported that it was very
important to him that HTA leadership not be likened to politicians in
Mexico, speciﬁcally the kinds of politicians he viewed as responsible for
corrupting local economies and depleting municipalities and small
towns of resources. This is one of the reasons, he said, that he and many
others have emigrated. Even though collaborating with 3 × 1 is diﬃ-
cult, it is beneﬁcial because as one leader begrudgingly said “but how
else can we make $3000 into $12,000?” HTAs balance feelings of
wariness and resentment towards state actors with their desire to rea-
lize projects that beneﬁt their hometowns.
HTA members have complex points-of-view about how they work
closely with diﬀerent levels of the Mexican government (Bakker, 2007).
I interpret HTA leaders’ frustration with 3 × 1 and their wish to be less
entangled with it in two ways. First, HTA leaders feel that some poli-
ticians are corrupt and partially responsible for the neglect of their
hometowns. From the perspective of HTA members, funding develop-
ment projects is a direct solution to governmental neglect. While they
work with the government to fund and coordinate the completion of
these projects, they are skeptical of government input into the decision-
making process and the management of projects. Second, HTA leaders
described a struggle between themselves and local politicians to
maintain control over their projects. At the root of this control is who
gets credit for completion of the project: the local government or the
members of the HTA? Even if an HTA strives to be disconnected from
politicians and party platforms, they felt that a completed project will
always show politicians in a favorable light because it is done in co-
operation with funds from the federal, state, and municipal govern-
ments. Other research points to HTAs facing similar challenges such as
contradictions and political conﬂicts with local and state authorities
(Bakker, 2007; Delgado Wise, 2006; García Zamora, 2007).
Theorizing about the solidarity economy stresses that its practices
do not exist in isolation from or opposition to state actors or neoliberal
policy. Solidarity work allows for hybridity and pluralism (Borowiak,
2014; Kawano, 2010). One can see this in the tensions over transpar-
ency and control. HTA leaders said that their members wanted to do
projects that provide the hometown with long-term beneﬁts. It is im-
portant that projects reﬂect the hometown's desires and that it be car-
ried out on their terms. They realized that consulting with the gov-
ernment is a necessity, but they were skeptical of the municipal
government’s opinion on what is needed at the local level. HTA leaders
valued a democratic decision-making process that worked by ﬁrst dis-
cussing and reaching consensus on potential projects with residents in
their hometown and then involving local municipal government actors
as a second opinion. Democratic decision-making processes and other
non-economic solidarity practices that HTAs in NYC enlist will be re-
viewed in the next section.
5. Practicing solidarity: HTA activities in NYC
HTAs do more than send remittances. In addition to funding
hometown projects, HTAs mobilize volunteer networks and provide
support to the Mexican immigrant community in NYC. They act out of a
desire to create mutual aid and solidarity in their pursuit of solving
common problems faced by Mexican immigrants in NYC. This section
will analyze the community support that HTAs provide in NYC as
practices of solidarity (see Table 1). They create a visible cultural
presence in NYC by sponsoring soccer teams, hosting potlucks, and they
oﬀer services such as English-language and General Education Devel-
opment3 classes, computer training, and clothing drives. By placing
these activities alongside HTA utilization of democratic decision-
Table 1
HTA practices of solidarity.
Solidarity ideology
and/or practice
Volunteer network
Altruism: concern for well-
being of others
Democratic decision-making:
majority opinion dictates
decision
Community development: collective action to solve
common problems
Mutual aid/mutual support/reciprocity: exchanges for
shared or mutual beneﬁt
Cooperation: working
together for similar goals
HTA Activities • Members of HTAs• HTA leadership• Collecting funds
• Meetings with Mexican
Consulate
• Meetings with HTA
members
• Discussions via Facebook
with HTA members
• Meetings with politicians
• Financial workshops on
managing credit and debt
• Immigrant entrepreneurship• Job training• Health services• Classes: ESL, literacy,
computer, GED
• Domestic violence prevention• After-school activities• Funded projects• Potluck dinners
Funded projects:
• Cemetery• Water treatment
system
• Greenhouses• Library• School• Multi-use space• Potable water tank• Civic plaza• Road repair• Zócalo• Computers• Small business
investment
• Collecting funds• Fundraising activities:
hosting parties, making
food to sell
• How projects are realized
Location NYC& hometown NYC& hometown NYC Hometown NYC
3 General Education Development or GED is a series of tests that upon completion,
certify the equivalency of a high-school diploma.
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making and prioritization of hometown desires, I argue that their so-
lidarity practices challenge assumptions that they are easily commo-
diﬁed or willing participants in neoliberal policy.
5.1. Community support and hometown pride
Every weekend the soccer pitches at Flushing Meadows-Corona Park
in Queens and the Red Hook Ball Fields in Brooklyn ﬁll up with players
from around the world. Considered a huge social event in the Latino
community, whole families come out to play in soccer games all day.
Soccer teams are important gateways to community organizing in
Latino communities in the US and they are a major part of how HTAs
attract new members (Nelson, 2017; Price and Whitworth, 2004).
Soccer teams and leagues are often established early on, before any
other organizational coordination begins. Teams incorporate the place-
names of hometowns or states into their identities to attract players and
fans from the same region, and to announce the hometown's presence
on the ﬁeld, and in the city. One participant reported that having a
soccer team is important because it captures the interest of younger
members. The young men come to the organization for the soccer, and
when they are on the team they connect with other men from the same
region, discuss issues that concern them, and learn about how an HTA is
forming or is already in existence. They are invited to participate in the
HTA's activities, oﬀered services from the HTA, and motivated by the
HTA to act themselves.
In addition to soccer, HTAs bring members together in frequent pot-
luck dinners where members gather with their families and enjoy pre-
pared dishes in the style of their hometown (Gutiérrez and Remington,
2017; Rivera, 2003). This is an important cultural activity that brings
people from the same region together and it provides an opportunity for
members to teach younger generations that are growing up in the US
about the hometown. Dinners are a venue for organizing around and
collecting donations not just for 3 × 1 projects, but also for local pro-
jects such as the donation of clothes, food, and books. One HTA in
Queens supports day-laborers in Long Island from the same region in
Mexico because members of the HTA know that day-laborers often
experience low and irregular pay. HTAs also coordinate with other
actors like the Mexican Consulate to alert immigrants on Long Island
about services in the city. Another HTA collected and distributed chil-
dren's books containing content about their hometown, so that the
younger children who have migrated and the children of migrants will
be familiar with its folklore and traditions.
5.2. Formalizing solidarity: the evolution of an HTA
One HTA, formed 15 years ago, initially sent remittances and
funded the building of a water treatment system, greenhouses, and a
library. Like other HTAs discussed in the previous section, this HTA
recognized that its members and the broader Mexican community were
struggling in NYC, and they responded. They created a health care
program and then added additional services such as programs in
English as a second language, health education, literacy, computer
programs, and domestic violence prevention. This HTA signiﬁcantly
broadened its mission beyond sending remittances, so much so that its
evolution necessitated that it expand its membership, leadership, and
fundraising capabilities. In the last ﬁve years, it widened its funding
base beyond collecting donations from individual members to applying
for grants. It established an oﬃce space with paid staﬀ members.
Participants stressed that without leadership and ﬁscal growth the or-
ganization could not have taken on so many projects in NYC.
The primary issues that this HTA and others identiﬁed that chal-
lenged their members were immigration, education (high school or
GED equivalency), job training, economic empowerment and dis-
placement. HTA leaders repeatedly mentioned insuﬃcient education
and training as being primary barriers to their members ﬁnding higher
paying jobs with more stability and beneﬁts. Therefore, education and
job training were the most frequently developed programs by HTAs.
They felt that unless there is a major shift in improving access to edu-
cation among the Mexican immigrant population in NYC that they
would continue to struggle and occupy a precarious economic position
in the informal economy. While immigration was a major concern for
all HTA leaders, they were not active in providing legal services.
Instead, they referred members to recommended legal service providers
in the city.
Economic empowerment and displacement came up in several
conversations. When asked about future goals one HTA leader said that
they would like to shift focus towards advocacy and entrepreneurship
in NYC. They viewed classes on ﬁnancial skills (banking, managing debt
and credit) and supporting immigrant entrepreneurship as building on
the education and computer training services that were already oﬀered.
HTA leaders said that their members were concerned with paying taxes
in the US and acquiring the ﬁnancial stability to purchase property or
start their own businesses in the US (and/or in Mexico). In addition,
HTA leaders were troubled by the rising cost of living in NYC and
witnessed their members being displaced. Their hope was that they
might be able to change this trajectory and make it possible for Mexican
immigrants to participate in, contribute to, and remain in neighbor-
hoods like Bushwick and Sunset Park, Brooklyn, and even participate in
city redevelopment projects.
I interpret HTA motivations for coordinating social activities and
various educational programs in NYC as being rooted in solidarity
practices that travel in both directions across the Mexico/US border.
They are mobilizing to serve community, by sending remittances to
Mexico and providing services in NYC. Activities like the soccer teams,
potlucks, and donations are how HTAs practice solidarity values like
mutual aid and support, and perform culture in a new place. During
interviews, participants stressed that they identify with communities in
Mexico and in NYC, but that these two places were not separate
(Mountz and Wright, 1996). HTA members care about the lives of
people in their hometown and this motivates their ethical use of col-
lective ﬁnancial resources that fund development projects. The projects
that they fund solidify their relationship with the hometown. Simulta-
neously, they want to make a place for themselves and a name for their
hometown in NYC. The projects that HTAs fund in their hometowns and
the solidarity values that they exercise in NYC are not isolated from
each other. They work together to build and maintain communities
across borders.
6. Conclusion
In this article, I re-read remittances through solidarity, analyzing
the ethical motivations that are behind HTA practices. HTAs do not
simply defer to remittance matching programs such as 3 × 1. They
struggle with state actors over management of the money that they
raise and control of the projects that they fund. As volunteer networks,
HTA members work to understand the desires of people in their
hometown by engaging in transnational democratic decision-making
processes. In NYC, they are dedicated to community development and
use collective action to solve common problems faced by Mexican mi-
grants. I argue that it is signiﬁcant how HTAs strive to work diﬀerently
than 3 × 1 and through their solidarity practices they distance them-
selves from and disrupt the dominant remittance as development dis-
course.
As I have shown, remittances are more than ﬁnancial exchange.
They are a part of complicated and changing transnational family and
community relationships (Carling, 2014). This is exempliﬁed in how
the HTAs in this study carefully polled the opinions of people in NYC
and the hometown and valued the perspectives of people living in the
hometown, sometimes over those living in NYC. From their vantage
point, it made the most sense to listen directly to people living in the
hometown and carry out a project that suited their desires and not that
of people living in NYC or of the Mexican government. Re-reading the
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work of HTAs through the practices of the Solidarity Economy is helpful
because it troubles the assumption that collective remittances are solely
economic development. Further research on the motivations, practices,
and collectivity of HTAs would grow our understanding of how soli-
darity practices operate in and play a role in transnationalism.
Collective remittance sending to fund community infrastructure
projects is just one aspect of a HTA's solidarity work. HTAs also support
the Mexican immigrant population in NYC by forming volunteer net-
works, building organizations, and working cooperatively in the city to
solve common problems that are faced by Mexican immigrants. These
non-economic forms of solidarity play a vital role in local identity
formation, build networks that give care, and encourage diﬀerent kinds
of political and social engagement. HTAs in NYC bring people together
and these events help HTAs establish a name for themselves and attract
others from their region. As time passes and an HTA grows its mem-
bership and becomes more established, it may broaden its focus, but
remain committed to beneﬁting the Mexican immigrant community.
HTA work is centered on providing a wide-range of community services
to meet the needs of members and to propel their socio-economic po-
sition in NYC.
Finally, HTAs have a fraught relationship with 3 × 1. They come
face to face with the critique that remittance programs channel migrant
money as a substitute for government funding, and in so doing put
unfair ﬁnancial expectations on migrants. The participants in my re-
search project concur with this critique, expressing that they felt used
by the government to fund certain kinds of infrastructure projects in
their hometowns. 3 × 1 has institutionalized migrant motivations for
remitting, but scholars are skeptical about the policy's attempt to simply
shape migrants as malleable subjects for funding economic develop-
ment (Covarrubias, 2012; Delgado Wise and Rodríguez Ramírez, 2001;
Pardo Montaño, 2015). On the one hand neoliberal policy processes do
work to bring people under control, but on the other hand people do not
easily engage in these policies and ﬁnd ways to resist or challenge them
(Però, 2011). The solidarity work of HTAs oﬀers a less hierarchical, less
universal and more decentralized approach to remittances as develop-
ment than is typically stressed in mainstream development approaches.
Furthermore, 3 × 1 is not a monolithic program. It is managed by three
ministries of the federal government and relies on cooperation from
state and municipal governments. HTAs have a wide array of compli-
cated interactions with these state actors.
Re-reading remittances for diﬀerence and contradiction is my at-
tempt to break out of the totalizing ideas of dominant development
discourse (Escobar, 2008; Gibson-Graham, 2006). Remittances act as
and are seen by migrants as more than volunteer participation in neo-
liberal development policies like 3 × 1. Central to how HTAs organize
and operate are solidarity practices such as democratic decision-making
processes and concern with community welfare and development. In
their work building economic and non-economic solidarity across
transnational spaces, HTAs are creatively adapting to, and negotiating
with elements of what has been characterized as a typical neoliberal
approach to development. In this work, there is potential to challenge
the traditional development framework and create alternatives.
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